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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 7 and 8, all clainms pending in this application.

Appel lants’ invention relates to a cathode ray tube which
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enpl oys a structure for nmounting a col or selecting el ectrode
within the cathode ray tube. In particular, |ooking at Figure
3A, color selecting electrode 6 is nounted on a frame 7.
Supporting nenbers 8 and 9 are adapted to engage with pins in
the cathode ray tube face plate. It is noted that supporting
menbers 9 extend away fromthe frane in a direction
perpendi cular to the plane of the face plate. This is
different fromthe prior art of Figure 2 wherein all support
menbers 16 extend in a direction parallel to the plane of the
face plate.

| ndependent claim 7 is reproduced as follows:

7. A cathode ray tube conprising:

a) a planar face plate panel having a plurality of pins;

b) a rectangul ar franme having four side nenbers;

c) a color selecting el ectrode nmounted on said franme; and

d) four supporting nenbers being engaged with said pins,
each joining with a central portion of one of said side
menbers of said franme, at |east two opposed ones of said
supporting nmenbers extending away fromsaid frane in a
direction perpendicular to the plane of said face plate panel,

Wherein the di stance between a mddl e point of a side
menber of said frane and a point where said supporting nenber

is joined with said frame is | ess than one-sixth of such side
frame.
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The reference relied on by the Exam ner is as foll ows:
Ragl and, Jr. 4, 455, 505 Jun. 19, 1984

Clainms 7 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as
bei ng anti ci pated by Ragl and.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellants or the
Exam ner, we nmake reference to the brief and the answer for

the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

After a careful review of the evidence before us, we
agree with the Exam ner that clainms 7 and 8 are anti ci pated
under 35 U. S.C. 8 102 by Ragl and.

It is axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder § 102
can be found only if the prior art reference discloses every
el enent of the claim See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1326,
231 USPQ 136, 138 (Fed. Cir. 1986) and Lindemann
Maschi nenfabrik GVBH v. Anmerican Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d
1452, 1458, 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984). "Anticipation

is established only when a single prior art reference
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di scl oses, expressly or under principles of inherency, each
and every elenent of a clainmed invention." RCA Corp. V.
Applied Digital Data Systens, Inc., 730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 221
USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert. dism ssed, 468 U S. 1228
(1984), citing Kalman v. Kinberly-dark Corp., 713 F. 2d 760,
772, 218 USPQ 781, 789 (Fed. Gir. 1983).

Appel I ants argue (brief-pages 3 and 4) that Ragl and
teaches all supporting nenbers as being parallel to the frane,
as opposed to that recited in claim7 wherein:

at | east two opposed ones of said supporting nenbers

extending away fromsaid franme in a direction

per pendi cular to the plane of said face plate
panel [ . ]

The Exam ner responds:
Further, it is noted that it is clear fromFig.

3 that the support nenbers include portions (see for

exanpl e portions 62 and 64 in Fig. 3) that extend

away fromthe frame in a direction perpendicular to

the plane of the face plate. [Answer-page 4.]

As pointed out by our reviewi ng court, we nust first
determ ne the scope of the claim "[T]he nane of the gane is
the claim™ 1In re Hniker Co., 150 F.3d 1362, 1369, 47 USPQd

1523, 1529 (Fed. GCir. 1998). It is clear from Ragland s Figure

4
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3, that portions of the support nenbers nmeet the recited claim
| anguage. This is additionally confirnmed at colum 3, |ines
10-12 wherein it states:
There are two flanges 62 and 64 extending
substantially perpendicularly fromthe sides of the

base portion 56.

Appel I ants’ cl ai m | anguage does not desi gnate any
particul ar portion of the support nenber, and as such, is
fully met by Ragl and as expl ai ned by the Exam ner?.

Appel I ants have not contested this explanation. Thus, we wll
sustain the Examner’s rejection of claim?7.

Wth respect to claim8, Appellants repeat the sane
argunent nmade with respect to claim?7, nanely that all of
Ragl and’ s support nenbers are parallel to the frane (and we
assune parallel to the plane of the face plate). As expl ai ned
by the Exam ner, portions of Ragland s support nenbers are
perpendi cular to the face plate as clainmed. Thus, we wll
sustain the Examner’s rejection of claim8 for the sane

reasons supra.

W note that in Appellants’ prior art Figure 2, portions
of support nenber 16 are al so perpendicular to the plane of
the face pl ate.
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In view of the foregoing, the decision of the Exam ner
rejecting clains 7 and 8 under 35 U . S.C. § 102 is affirned.
No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED

JAMES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
LEE E. BARRETT

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

STUART N. HECKER
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N N N N N N

SNH: pgg

Hll, Steadman & Sinpson
85th Fl oor Sears Towner
Chi cgo, IL 60606



Appeal No. 1998-0907
Application 08/ 121, 365



